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BEFORE THE BOARD OF PSYCHOLOGIST EXAMINERS

FOR THE STATE OF ARIZONA

In the Matter of ) Complaint No. 99-18

)
Richard Wurtz, Ph.D., ) FINDINGS OF FACT,

) CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND
Holder of License No. 722 ) ORDER OF REVOCATION
for the Practice of Psychology )
in the State of Arizona )

)

Pursuant to A.R.S. §§ 32-2081(D) and 41-1092.07, on December 3, 1999, the Arizona Board
of Psychologist Examiners (“Board”) conducted an administrative hcériug regarding Richard Wurtz,
Ph.D. (“Licensee”). Licensee did not appear. Nancy J. Beck, Assistant Attorney General,
represented the State of Arizona. Thomas Dennis, Assistant Attorney General, Solicitor General
Section, sat as legal advisor to the Board. After consideration of the testimony and evidence, the
Board, adopted the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order of Revocation.

FINDINGS OF FACTS

1. The Arizona Board of Psychologist Examiners (“Board”) is authorized to regulate the
practice of psychology in Arizona pursuant to A.R.S. §§ 32-2061 et seq.

2. Licensee is the holder of Licensee 722 for the practice of psychology in Arizona.

3 On May 27, 1999, an Arizona-licensed psychologist (the “Complainant™), informed
the Board in writing that the Complainant’s client, Mary Doe’, had disclosed that her previous
" treating psychologist, Richard W. Wurtz, Ph.D. (“Licensee”), had sexual relations with Mrs. Doe
over a period of years during the time she was Licensee’s client. Mrs. Doe’s distress regarding the
sexual relationship with Licensee prompted her to seek therapy with the Complainant. Mrs. Doe was

also distressed that Licensee billed her insurance carrier for time spent having sexual relations, and

' For purposes of confidentiality, the client is identified by a pseudonym. Licensee was
informed of her true identity.
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billed over a period of years for numerous sessions with Mrs. Doe, her child, and her husband that
did not occur.

4. A Board investigator interviewed Mrs. Doe, who confirmed the validity of the
mformation provided by the Complainant, and provided additional information.

5 Mrs. Doe first saw Licensee for marital therapy with her husband in about 1989. Her
husband and child were also individual clients of Licensee. After several sessions of marital therapy,
Licencee recommended that Mrs. Doe see him for individual therapy. She discontinued the marital
therapy and began seemng Licensee individually.

6. Licensee initiated the sexual relationship with Mrs. Doe in his office about 1992. In
time, Mrs. Doe’s sessions with Licensee consisted solely of sexual relations in the office, and did
not mvolve talk therapy. Licensee contmued to have sexual relations with Mrs. Doe in his office
approximately once a week from about 1992 to 1998.

T Licensee called Mrs. Doe at work on multiple occasions when she did not have an
appointment scheduled, and requested that she come to his office to have sex. Mrs. Doe tried to talk -
to Licensee about her anxiety and discomfort in having sexual relations with her therapist, but
Licensee turned the conversation around in ways that confused her, denied that it was a problem, and
said he was doing it for her, and not for himself. Mrs. Doe felt very confused and guilty about the
sexual relationship, but felt she had to please Licensee because he was her therapist.

8. Licensee told Mrs. Doe that she could ruin his life if she ever disclosed the sexual
relationship.

9. One of Mrs. Doe’s children saw Licensee for several sessions, and then discontinued
therapy. For approximately three to four years after the therapy ended, Licensee continued to bill
Mrs. Doe’s msurance carrier for weekly sessions. Licensee continued to bill the carrier until the
child turned 18 and was no longer covered by the insurance policy.

10.  During the time that Licensee saw Mr. Doe for therapy, Mr. Doe was a relapsed

alcoholic, who was consuming about a half-gallon of alcohol per day. Mr. Doe weighed
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